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The Califorma Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board, San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter
called the Regional Board) finds that:

1.

The City of Sunnyvale (hereinafter the Discharger) submitted a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit application for reissuance and amendment of waste
discharge requirements under NPDES Permit No. CA0037621.

Facility Description

2.

The Discharger owns and operates the Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP),
located at 1444 Boregas Avenue, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara County, California. The plant
provides advanced secondary freatment of wastewater from domestic, commercial and
industrial sources within the City of Sunnyvale, Rancho Rinconada and Moffeit Field. The
Discharger’s current service area has a population of approximately 127,000,

The US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) and the Board have classified this
Discharger as a major Discharger.

Purpose of Order

4. This NPDES permit regulates the discharge of treated wastewater to Moffett Channel, which

enters into Guadalupe Slough which in turn enters that portion of San Francisco Bay lying
south of the Dumbarton Bridge (Lower South Bay), all waters of the United States.

NPDES Permits have been issued fo cach of the three publicly owned treatment works

("POTWSs") discharging into the South Bay, namely the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution

Control Plant (CA 0037842), the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant

(CA0037834), and the Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant (CA0037621). The current
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NPDES Permits for the three South Bay POTWs (the “1993 Permits”) were adopted by the
Regional Board in July 1993 (in the case of the Sunnyvale and Palo Alto Plants) and October
1993 (in the case of San Jose/Santa Clara Plant). The terms of the Cease and Desist Orders
(CDOs) which accompany the 1993 Permiis (the “1993 CDQs™), are co-extensive with the
terms of the 1993 Permits. The 1993 Permits and 1993 CDOs are subject to the State Board’s
court-ordered remand order (State Water Board Order No. 94-8). Pending issuance of new
permuts, the three Cities’ have committed to the Regional Board to abide by the terms of the
1993 Permits and 1993 CDOs.

Certain information relative to the lengthy regulatory history of the 1993 Permit is contained in
Appendix A to this Order.

Discharge Description

6.

Plant Flows. The plant has a treatment capacity of 29.5 mgd average dry weather {low.
During 1996 the plant treated an annual average flow of 16.13 mgd and an average dry weather
{flow of 15.71 mgd (based on influent flow measurements).

Discharge Location. Treated effluent is discharged to Moffett Channel (37 deg. 26 min.
latitude - 122 deg. 02 min. longitude).

Recycled Water. The Discharger produces tertiary recycled water (unrestricted use) at its
facility for distribution primarily for irrigation reuse throughout the northern portion of the
City. This use is regulated by separate Board Order, Water Reclamation Requirements Order
No. 94-069 reissued to the City June 15, 1994. The City is in the process of expanding its
recycled water distribution system throughout the Moffett Park area (Phase 1IA) and into the
East Duane Industrial area (Phases IIB and IIC). When Phase II is fully implemented, an
estimated 2.2 mgd will be reclaimed and reused during the imigation season, reducing the
average dry weather flow discharged.

The Regional Board and the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) have strongly
encouraged the South Bay Dischargers o pursue reclamation to reduce future discharges and to
comply with the Basin Plan exception to the applicable Discharger prohibitions for reclamation
projects. The Discharger has been investigating and implementing reclamation projects since
1991 to minimize the mass of pollutants discharged to the South Bay to the greatest extent
practicable.

Collection System and Treatment Process Description

9,

10.

11.

Collection System. The Discharger’s wastewater collection system includes about 285
miles of sanilary sewer mains and one lift station. The Discharger has an ongoing program for
preventative maintenance and capital improvements for these sewer lines and pump stations in
order (o ensure adequate capacity and reliability of the collection system.

Treatment Process. Treatment facilities consist of grit removal, primary sedimentation,
secondary oxidation ponds, fixed film reactor nitrification, dissolved air floatation with
coagulation, dual media filtration, chlorination, and dechlorination. The effluent compliance
monitoring point is E-00L. Chlorinated final effluent at this point is either withdrawn into the
recycled water distribution system or dechlorinated and discharged to the outfall.

Watershed Management Initiative

This Order was developed in cooperation with the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management

Initiative (WMI). The WMI, in which the Discharger is an active participant, is a stakeholder

driven process that commenced in June 1996 as a pilot effort by the Regional Board. The

Initiative seeks to integrate regulatory and watershed programs in the South San Francisco Bay
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Region. This Order is consistent with the approach developed by the Regulatory Subgroup of
the WMI to include interim permit limits in the three South Bay POTW NPDES permits and a
process 1o establish final limits. The Discharger is commitied to encouraging stakeholder mput
with regard to permit requirements and programs. In cooperation with the Bay Monitoring and
Modeling Subgroup of the WMI, the Discharger is participating in technical studies and
analyses that are needed by the Regional Board to develop site-specific water quality
objectives, and a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) calculation for copper and nickel for the
South San Francisco Bay. If any WMI stakeholder believes that the technical studies are not
proceeding in a manner that will lead to the development of site specific water quality objectives
by July 2003, they may petition the Regional Board to reopen this permit. The Regional Board
will involve the TMDL. peer review group and/or other appropnate WMI subgroup as part of
investigating the merits of the petition.

As defined by US EPA, the TMDL. process provides a flexible assessment and planning
framework for identifying load reductions or other actions needed to attain water quality
standards. Clean Water Act (Section 303(d) established the TMDL process to guide application
of state standards to individual waterbodies/watersheds. The WMI’s TMDL Process is
consistent with the US EPA approach. :

12. Clean Water Act Section 304(1) Listing. Section 304(1) of the federal Clean Water Act

Basin

13.

(as amended in 1987) required States to develop lists of water bodies impaired by toxic
pollutant discharges, identify point sources and pollutants causing toxic impacts, and develop
individual control strategies (ICSs) for each point source identified. In February 1989, the
State Board designated the Lower South San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body under
Section 304(]), due to evidence of water quality impacts associated with seven metals based on
total recoverable fractions: cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, and silver. The
State Board identified the three municipal planis and storm water discharges into the Lower
South Bay as point sources contributing to this impairment. In June 1989, EPA Region IX
approved the State’s inclusion of the Lower South Bay and conditionally approved the three
NPDES permits as ICSs for the municipal discharges.

Metals concentrations in the three municipal discharges have been declining since the onginal
South Bay 304(1) listing. Recent Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) monitoring of South
Bay waters demonstrates that objectives for most metals are met. Only three metals show
intermittent exceedances compared to the total recoverable water quality objectives in the 1993
Permit: copper (4.9 pg/), nickel (8.3 ug/l), and the human health objective for mercury (0.012

pe/.
Plan Beneficial Uses

The Regional Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay
Basin (Basin Plan) on June 21, 1995. This updated and consolidated Plan represents the
Board’s master water quality control planning document. The revised Basin Plan was approved
by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and the Office of Administrative
Law on July 20, 1995, and November 13, 1995, respectively. A summary of regulatory
provisions is contained in Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations at Section 3912. The
Basin Plan defines beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the state in the
Region, including surface waters and groundwaters.

14, Beneficial Uses in the Basin Plan. The beneficial uses of San Francisco Bay, South Bay

(south of the Dumbarton Bridge) and contiguous water bodies are defined in the Basin Plan to
be:

s Water contact recreation
* Non-contact water recreation



¢ Wildlife habitat

* Preservation of rare and endangered species
* Estuarine habitat

* Fish migration

* Fish spawning (potential use)

* Industrial service supply

¢ Shelifish harvesting

* Navigation

+ Commercial and sport fishing

15. Beneficial Uses in Tributaries. The Discharger's July 21, 1993 permit (Finding 5) states
that no beneficial uses have yet been established {or Moffett Channel or Guadalupe Slough.
The Regional Board takes no position in this permit as to whether such uses have or have not
yet been established. However, in an effort to determine whether it may be necessary to
develop site-specific water quality objectives for such water bodies in the future, the permit
requires the Discharger, as part of the WMI, to complete an assessment of the existing
beneficial uses 1in Moffeit Channel and Guadalupe Slough. Once these studies have been
completed, the Board will determine whether site-specific water quality objectives are
appropriate for such water bodies, and, if so, whether it is appropriate either to de&gnate or
modify beneficial uses for such water bodies.

Water Quality Objectives

16. In order to protect beneficial uses, the Basin Plan (page 3-4) sets a narrative objective of: “All
waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are lethal to or
produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms.” Effluent limitations and provisions
contained in this Order are designed to implement this objective, based on available
information. The Basin Plan (page 3-5) also states that for the South Bay below the Dumbarton
Bridge, water quality objectives contained in the Basin Plan should be considered guidance
only. The Basin Plan notes that site specific objectives are absolutely necessary for this area, It
directs that ambient conditions shall be maintained until site specific objectives are developed.

- Further, the Basin Plan (page 4-8) provides that alternate effluent limitations can be considered
by the Board where a site specific water quality objective is being proposed and the Discharger
is participating m a source conirol program.

Copper Water Quality Objective

17. For purposes of this permit the Basin Plan narrative water quality objectives will be interpreted
as follows for copper:

EPA Guidance. On October 1, 1993, in recognition that the dissolved fraction is a better
representation of the biologically active portion of the metal than the total or total recoverable
fraction, EPA’s Office of Water issued guidance stating that dissolved metal concentrations
should be used for the applicaion of metals aquatic life criteria and that state water quality
standards for the protection of aquatic life (with the exception of chronic mercury criterion) be
based on dissolved metals. EPA amended the National Toxics Rule (NTR) in 1995 to include
factors to convert total metals to dissolved metals for both fresh and salt water objectives. The
August 1997 proposed California Toxics Rule (CTR) water quality criteria for metals are
expressed as dissolved. Since effluent limits must be expressed as total recoverable metals,
use of the NTR/CTR objectives would require translation from dissolved to total recoverable
metals. The June 1996 EPA guidance document entitled The Metals Translator: Guidance for
Calculating a Total Recoverable Permit Limit from a Dissolved Criterion describes this process.
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Transiaror Study. The City of Sunnyvale submitied results of a dissolved {0 total recoverable
metals translator study it conducted based on EPA’s June 1996 guidance document in
December 1997, Using RMP data and data from prior South Bay site specific objective
studies, the Discharger calculated a translator value of 0.62 for copper in the main water mass
of the Lower South Bay. Using the methodology employed by US EPA in the proposed
Economic Impact Assessment which appeared concurrenily with the proposed CTR the
proposed CTR value for copper (3.1 ug/L dissolved) could be translated to 5.0 pg/ (total).

San Jose Updated Copper WER Study. The City of San Jose conducted extensive studies to
develop water effects ratios (WER) for copper for the South Bay. Results were submitted to
US EPA 1n September 1997 as part of comments on the proposed CTR. Revised WERs in the
South Bay for the period January 1996 through March 1997 ranged from 2.17 o 4.86 for
dissolved copper and 2.10 to 8.75 for total copper. The Board has also developed a Bay wide
site specific objective for copper (subsequently remanded by the State Board) based on a bay-
wide WER of 1.7. The Board 1s not using the 1.7 WER for this permit since it is a Bay wide
number based on limited data, whereas the South Bay study by San Jose is site specific and is
based on more exiensive and more recent data.

South Bay Site Specific Objective: Using a conservative approach and not considering
translator values and using a 2.9 ug/l for total copper baseline, the WERs could range {from a
low of 2.10 to 8.75 for total copper. Utilizing a WER of 2.10 and a total copper of 2.9 ng/l.
yields a total recoverable metal final objective of 6.1 nug/L, while using a WER of 8.75 results
in a final objective of 25.4 ug/L. These values comprise a wide range of objectives that are
scientifically defensible and should be considered when adopting the final site-specific
objective for copper in the South Bay.,

Permit Limits. The Board recognizes that the information used to develop the range of
objectives may change during the life of the permit and that the objective will be revised prior 10
the next permit re-issuance, based on studies required by this permit and other studies. The
current long term average copper concentrations in the Discharger’s effluent (1996 and 1997
average copper concentration for San Jose 4.2 ug/l, Sunnyvale 4.1 ug/l, Palo Alto 5.7 ug/i)
meet and exceed the most conservative end of the range of the available scientific data for final
water quality objectives. Therefore, permit limits in this Order are established to assure that
current plant performance i1s maintained during the life of the permit and are protective of water
quality, and these limits will assure that the narrative standards and beneficial uses described in
the Basin Plan are achieved.

When the Regional Board considers Site Specific Objectives for the South Bay it will consider
all studies done to date, including the 4.9 ug/l value, and the studies to be done as required by
this permit.

18.40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(I) requires the permit to include limits for all pollutants "which the

19,

Director determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard." The
Discharger conducted, and the Regional Board reviewed and approved, an analysis of effluent
data to determine if the discharges had reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an
exceedance of a State water quality standard (“RP analysis”). The RP analysis conservatively
assumed that the effluent would receive no dilution.

Freshwater Objectives and Limits. The 1995 Basin Plan states that {reshwater effluent

limitations shall apply to discharges to receiving waters with salinities lower than 5 parts per

thousand (ppt) at teast 75 percent of the time in a normal water year. The Basin Plan further

states that for discharges to tidally influenced fresh waters that support estuarine beneficial

uses, effluent hmitations shall be the lower of the marine or fresh water effluent limitation

based on ambient hardness. If fresh water objectives apply, compliance with the salt water
5



objectives also needs to be demonstrated at the nearest point in the receiving water where the
salinity reaches 5 ppt. (Basin Plan at pages 4-12 and 13, Shallow Water Discharges).

Receiving water monitoring indicates that the Basin Plan’s fresh water criteria are met in
Guadalupe Slough between stations C-1-2 and C-1-3. The downstream Lower South San
Francisco Bay is designated as estuarine habital. Provision 2 of this Order requires the
Discharger to conduct a study to investigate beneficial uses of the near-field receiving water.

20. Reasonable Potential Analyses.

The Discharger submitted to the Board a reasonable potential analysis of each toxic constituent
in its discharge which was detected during the period 1995 to 1997.  The method used for
these reasonable potential analyses was substantially based on EPA's Technical Support
Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control (March 1991). The Discharger also
substantially followed the method contained in the “Proposed Policy for Implementation of
Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and FEstuaries in California”
(Draft, September 1997). The toxic constituents analyzed were: arsenic, cadmium, chromium,
copper, mercury, nickel, silver, zine, tributyl tin, cyanide, chloroform, bromoform,
chlorodibromomethane, dichlorobromomethane, and chioromethane.

The only applicable water quality objectives applicable to the above constituents to the Lower
South Bay are the federal cyanide standard and the narrative standards applicable 1o all other
toxic contaminants. In performing the reasonable potential analyses, the Discharger did not
derive actual numeric water quality objectives for the receiving waters. Instead, the Discharger
analyzed the potential of each constituent to exceed any of the permit limits in the 1993 Permit.
This is an appropriate screening tool, inasmuch as the permit limits in question are uniformly
identical to or, in some cases lower than, the federal cnteria contained in the Nationatl Toxics
Rule. The result of this screening analysis is that copper, mercury, cyanide, and tributyl tin are
found to have reasonable potential to exceed the 1993 Permit limits. The Board believes that the
criteria contained m the National Toxics Rule are the appropriate criteria to use in this type of
situation.

21. Uncertainty as to Reasonable Potential to Cause Exceedance of Objectives.

It is not possible at this time to determine whether the Discharger's copper and cyanide
discharge 1s causing an exceedance in the water quality criteria for copper and cyanide for the
receiving waters, and thus there is corresponding uncertainty as to whether further controls on
the Discharger's copper and cyanide effluent should be imposed. However, the studies and
analyses required or contemplated by this Order will make it possible to make such
determination during the term of this Order.

Copper discharged by the three Lower South Bay POTWs is only one of many sources of
copper found in that water body. Other sources include: copper transported by tidal action
from other parts of San Francisco Bay, historic deposits of copper in sediment which are
gradually reintrained into the water column, nonpoint source discharges, stormwater runoff,
and deposition of airborne copper. A principal feature of the studies to be conducted under the
WMI will be to quantify the contributions from each source.

Although a conservative reasonable potential analysis indicates that a cyanide effluent limit
should be included in the permit, the current state of knowledge indicates that the Discharger’s
cyanide discharge is not causing or contributing to exceedance of the numeric water quality
objective. Uncertainty exists as to whether further controls on the Discharger's cyanide effluent
should be imposed and thus it is not possible to develop a final cyanide effluent limit at this
time. However, the studies (including the testing of various modifications of the operation of
plant processes) and analyses required or contemplated by this Order will make it possible to
make such determination during the term of this Order.
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22. For all parameters that have reasonable potential for contributing to an exceedance of a numeric
criteria, effluent limitations are established. For copper, the effluent limitation is based on
current performance of the treatment plant. This limit is based on the need to protect water
quality. There have been no observable toxicity events in the South Bay south of the
Dumbarton Bridge attributed to copper levels and the limit is intended to ensure that ambient
conditions in the South Bay will be maintained. For other parameters with a reasonable
potential, US EPA water quality criteria, and the Basin Plan objective for tributyltin, are used
to set effluent limits. The 99.7th percentile of the cffluent data collected during the period 1995
through 1997 was chosen as the maximum daily hmit for copper.

Basin Plan Discharge Prohibitions and Exceptions

23. Prohibition. The Basin Plan (Table 4-1) prohibits any discharge which has "particular
characteristics of concern to beneficial uses" and receives less than 10:1 minimum initial
dilution. Table 4-1 also prohibits any discharge having "particular characteristics of concern to
beneficial uses to San Francisco Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge." The presence in the
Discharger's discharge of toxic constituents for which there is a reasonable potential to exceed
the narrative water quality objective for such constituent means that such constituents are "of
concern to beneficial uses.” Therefore, the existing discharge location is contrary to Basin Plan
policy.

24 Exceptions. An exception to the Basin Plan prohibition may be allowed under
provisions of the Basin Plan (at p. 4-5) where the Discharger can show (1) a net environmental
benefit as a result of the discharge, (2) that the project is part of a reclamation project, or (3)
that an inordinate burden would be placed on the Discharger relative to the beneficial uses

. protected and the discharge will provide an equivalent level of environmental protection.

25.Plant Reliability. The Basin Plan further states {at page 4-5) that:

" In reviewing requests for exceptions, the Regional Board will consider the refiability of the
Discharger's system in preventing inadequately treated wastewater from being discharged to
the receiving water and the environmental consequences of such discharges."

The Discharger completed a plant reliability analysis in 1988 that demonstrated a high level of
reliability. The Discharger will update the reliability analysis according to the tasks and
schedule in Provision 11.

25. The 1986 Basin Plan (at page HI-3) did not include numeric water quality objectives for San
Francisco Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge. The Basin Plan found that the South Bay had a
unique hydrogeologic environment, and that site-specific water quality objectives for metals
were appropriate for the water body. The NPDES permit amendments issued to the Discharger
on December 21, 1988 (Order 88-176) contained requirements for studies to assess impacts
from metals on the water body, 10 investigate controls on metals levels discharged in effluent,
and to develop water quality objectives based on cost/impact. Based on those studies the
Discharger was allowed to propose water quality objectives based on toxicity testing. In
connection with the issnance amendments to the Discharger’s NPDES permit on December 21,
1988, the Regional Board granted a conditional exception to the discharge prohibitions based
on a finding that the discharge provided a net environmental benefit. The conditions to the
granted exceptions related to unresolved concerns regarding the potential impacts of heavy
metals on the South Bay.

In Order No. WQ 90-5, the State Board found that the evidence in the record did not support a
finding that the discharge provided a net environmental benefit. Order WQ 90-5 did state that a
finding of equivalent level of protection could be made if water quality based concentration
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27.

limits for metals and revised mass loading limits for metals were placed in the permit, and if the
Discharger continued an avian botulism control program.

On Apnl 17, 1991, Order 91-067 was adopied by the Board, which included revised
concentration and mass loading limits for metals. Order 91-067 amended the December 21,
1988 permit so as to state that: “The requirements in this order support a finding of equivalent
protection.” The Board continued the grant of the exception in the NPDES permit issued to the
Discharger on July 21, 1993,

Prohibition Exceptions Continued.  This Order contains effluent hmitations which are
derived, for the most part, from effluent limitations contained in the Discharger’s July 21, 1993
NPDES permit. Accordingly, they are substantially equivalent to the water quality based
effiuent imitations contained in that permit. This Order also carries forward the requirement
that the Discharger continue its on-going avian botulism control program. Furthermore, the
Discharger has implemented a reclamation program, in compliance with another discharge
prohibition exception criterion. Therefore, the Discharger is granted a continued exception to
the Basin Plan prohibitions because an inordinate burden would be placed on the Discharger
relative to the beneficial uses protected, and the Discharger will provide an equivalent level of
environmental protection and because the project 1s part of a reclamation program.

Basis for Effluent Limits

28.

Performance-Based Copper Effluent Limit. If the Board were to impose an effluent
limitation for copper in this Order which was the same as the criteria contained in the National
Toxics Rule, the Discharger would be unable to consistently comply with such an effluent
limitation. In view of the considerations discussed above (i.e. Basin Plan direction,
uncertainty in the Reasonable Potential Analysis, and toxicity monitoring), this Order contains
a performance-based effluent limitation for that constituent. Unless the permit is reopened, the
Discharger shall be required to achieve a performance-based effluent limitation for total
recoverable copper of 8.6 ug/L, one-day average. This effluent limitation is more stringent
than the intenim effluent imitation for copper (9.0 ug/L)in the 1993 CDO and is based upon the
Discharger’s performance from January 1995 through May 1997. The limitation represents the
99.7th percentile of plant performance.

It is the intent of the Regional Board to include revised water quality-based effluent limitations
as enforceable limits by July 1, 2003. These revised water quality-based effluent limitations
will be based on data developed by the Discharger, with the site-specific objectives and Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies. The technical studies and analysis to develop water
quality based effluent himitations are anticipated to take 3 to 5 years. If the studies do not
produce the required data the Board will base revised water quality based effluent limits on
applicable State or federal water quality criteria available at that time. If neither site specific
objectives nor water quality criteria are available, the Regional Board will set a revised
performance-based effluent limit for copper based on the 95th percentile of plant performance
between 1995 and 1997, 1.e. 6.6 ug/l, one day average.

29. Performance-Based Cyanide Effluent Limit. If the Board were to impose an effluent

limitation for cyanide in this Order which was the same as the criteria contained in the National
Toxics Rule, the Discharger would be unable to consistently comply with such an effluent
hmitation. In view of the considerations discussed above, this Order contains a performance-
based effluent limitation for that constituent. Until the permit is reopened, the Discharger shall
be required fo achieve a performance-based effluent limitation for total cvanide of 7.7 ug/L,

one-day average. The 7.7 pg/L limit is based on the 99.7th percentile of 1995-1997 plant
performance. This effluent limitation shall be converted to a revised effluent limitation at such
time as the studies described below are completed. There is insufficient data at this time to
determine whether the effluent limitation is actually being exceeded by the Discharger.
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30.

31.

32

33.

34,

35.

This Order also includes effluent limits for pollutants listed in the latest 303(d} report as
impairing the quality of waters due, in part, to municipal point source discharges. For the
South Bay the high priority pollutants are copper, nickel, and mercury which are therefore
included in this Order.

Limits for other constituents. For the other toxic constituents for which this order has
effluent limits, i.e. mercury, nickel, and tributyl tin, limits are based on the 1995 Basin Plan
and US EPA water quality criteria for mercury and nickel. For tributyl tin the limit is based on
the 1995 Basin Pian. :

.Mass Limits. State Board Order No. WQ 90-5 stated on page 67; “These performance based

(mass) limits will remain in effect until maximum daily loads and wasteload allocations are
developed for the pollutants.” The mass limits in this Order are consistent with direction from
State Board Order No. WQ 90-5.

Numeric Effluent Goals for Certain Additional Constituents. Seventeen other
constituents {or classes of constituents - PAHs, halomethanes, DDT's, Endosulfan) were never
detected in the effluent but the available detection limits were above the effluent limitations
specified in 1993 Permit Section B.4. Therefore an accurate estimation of reasonable potential
10 exceed the permit limitation is not possible for those constituents. Those constituents
include: PAHs, hexachlorobenzene, pentachlorophenol, 2,4,6-trichlorophenol, aldrin, a-BHC,
chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, endosulfan, endrin, heptachlor, heptachior epoxide, toxaphene,
PCBs, and 2,3,7,8 TCDD. This Order includes numeric effluent goals (not effluent limitations)
for toxic constituents for which historical effiuent limitations are lower than current analytical
techniques can measure. The Discharger will continue to monitor for constituents expressed as
goals and to investigate methodologies to improve detection limits. When the new anatytical
techniques are approved for general use by Dischargers, a new reasonable potential analysis
would be conducted to determine whether there is a need to add effluent limits to the permit or
to continue monitoring.

Monitoring Requirements for Certain Metals. For constituents that do not show a
reasonable potential to exceed effluent limitations, 1.e. cadmium, chromium, silver, and zinc,
this Order requires continued monitoring and an annual evaluation. If significant increases in
the concentrations of the constituents are observed, the Discharger will be required to
investigate the source of the increases and establish remedial measures if the increases pose a
threat to water quality. A reopener provision is included i this Order that allows numeric
limits to be added to this Order for any constituent that in the future exhibits reasonable
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard. This
determination will be made by the Board based on monitoring résulis. '

Use of TMDL and WLA/LA Analyses for Future Permit Decisions. Additional
studies to support the TMDL will evaluate the relative merits of all potential strategies to abate
sources of copper, including the effects of natural attenuation of historic sedimentary deposits.
In the meantime, given the low levels of copper in the Discharger's effluent (averaging 4.2
ug/l from January 1995 through May 1997), it is not possible to determine with finality
whether it is necessary to reduce the Discharger's copper discharge {urther in order to meet
water quality objectives in the Lower South Bay, or whether, even if it s necessary. at this
time, the necessity would dissipate over a reasonable time in the future (e.g. though natural
attenuation of sedimentary deposits). Once the special studies required for the TMDL and the
WLA/LA have been completed, the Board can make its final determinations as to a water
quality-based effluent limitation for copper. At that time, the Board can also determine what
an appropriate water effects ratio should be for the Lower South Bay as well as the effect of an
appropriate translator in developing any future water quality-based effluent limitation.
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36. For the following reasons, the Regional Board believes that these limitations will protect all

beneficial uses described in the Basin Plan:

Development of Site Specific Objectives and a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL). During the life of the permit, site-specific objectives (SSO) for copper and nickel
will be developed. The permit requires the Discharger to participate in special studies which are

- needed by the Regional Board to develop site-specific objectives, and a TMDL. calculation for

37

38.

copper and nickel. A description and schedule of the studies are listed in Provision 7. Once
these studies are completed, the Regional Board will adopt SSOs and perform another
reasonable potential analysis using the study results. Should the discharges exhibit “reasonable
potential” to exceed the new SSOs, the next NPDES permit (scheduled for issuance in 2003)
will contain numeric efftuent limitations designed to meet these new SSOs. If new SSOs are
not adopted, applicable state or federal criteria will be used. Also, should data collected during
this permit indicate that the copper and/or nickel in the effluent is causing an exceedance of the
narrative objectives, the Regional Board can reopen the permit in order to establish more
restrictive numeric limitations {or these parameters.

Narrative toxicity objective being met. The npamative toxicity objective is currently
being met in the South Bay. Results of routine aquatic bioassays conducted in the South Bay
by the Regional Monitoring Program in 1995 and 1996 (the most recent data) do not indicate
toxicity (a 1996 special study by the RMP did find some toxicity due to stormwater discharges,
not due to the Discharger’s treatment plant). Furthermore, acute and chronic Whole Effluent
Toxicity (WET) testing has exhibited no toxicity i the effluent attributable to either copper or
nickel, and future acute and chronic monitoring is required on a monthly basis. Should future
RMP data, or WET testing (and follow-up TIE) indicate that copper and/or nickel are
contributing to toxicity, this permit may be reopened to set more restrictive effluent limitations.

. The approach the Regional Board has used to establish all of these water quality based effluent

limitations is consistent with EPA guidance which states: In the absence of State numeric water
quality objectives, the permit writer must rely on available information to identify the receiving
water body beneficial uses and the ambient water quality, including numeric protective levels,
necessary o attain such uses. Available information includes State water quality plans and/or
available documentation supporting the applicability of objectives, technical literature, and
federal numeric ambient water quality criteria. (EPA Region IX Guidance for NPDES Permit
Issuance, February 1994).

State Board Order WQ 90-5. That Order required the Board to adopt numeric water
quality objectives for toxic metals {or the Lower South Bay, to issue an NPDES permits to the
Discharger which contained water quality-based effluent limitations, and to place mass loading
limits in the Discharger's NPDES permit. The Board has fully complied with the provisions of
State Board Order WQ 90-5. However, all of the Board's actions to comply were overturned
by the Supertor Court for Sacramento County in  pursuant to the Peremptory Writ of Mandate
and Judgment Granting Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and Peremptory Writ of Mandate of
the Sacramento County Superior Court endorsed on July 11, 1994 i the proceeding entitied
City of San Jose v. State Water Resources Control Board, Judicial Council Coordination
Proceeding No. 2610, Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 366756, The 1993
Permit and the 1993 CDO were remanded by the State Board to the Regional Board on
September 22, 1994 by Order No. 94-8.

By this Order, the Board puts in place the mechanisms for developing a site-specific water
quality objective for copper in the Lower South Bay or its contiguous water bodies. Once
these analyses have been completed, the Board will be in a position to establish a water quality-
based effluent limitation for copper. - This Order is consistent with State Board Orders WQ 90-
5 and 94-8.
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40,

41.

TMDL for Copper and Nickel. Section 304(1) of the federal Clean Water Act (as amended
in 1987) required States to develop lists of water bodies impaired by toxic poliutant discharges,
identify point sources and pollutants causing toxic impacts, and develop individual conirol
strategies (ICSs) for each point source identified. Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act
requires States every two years to list water bodies that do not meet or are not expected to meet
water quality objectives after existing controls are implemented. On March 9, 1998, the
Regional Board submitted the Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies and Prionities for
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region to the State Water
Resources Control Board. The list includes a ligh priority ranking for copper and nickel in the
Lower South Bay. Municipal sources were listed as a source for these two pollutants and
development of TMDLs for these pollutants is scheduled to begin in 1998.

As defined by US EPA, the TMDL process provides a flexible assessment and planning
framework for identifying load reductions or other actions needed to develop (if necessary) and
attain water quality standards. Clean Water Act section 303(d) established the TMDL process
to guide application of state standards to individual waterbodies and watersheds. The
Discharger has volunteered resources to develop technical information that can be used by the
State to develop site-specific objectives for copper and nickel in support of the TMDL process.

The Basin Plan, Shallow Water Discharges section (p. 4-12) specifies the issues that must be
addressed to support requests for dilution credit. Shallow water Dischargers may apply to the
Regional Board for exceptions to the assigned dilution ratio of D=0 (and thus the shallow water
effluent limitations) based on demonstration of compliance with water quality objectives in the
receiving waters and implementation of an aggressive pretreatment and source control program.,
Based on scientific studies submitted by the Discharger, the Discharger has applied for a
limited dilution credit. The dilution credit application has not been considered by the Regional
Board and will be considered in the future.

Other Discharge Characteristics and Permit Conditions

42.

a.

Biosolids Handling and Disposal

Biosolids Production and Treatment. Biosolids are generated from four anaerobic digesters
which operate at 100°F and which treat a mixture of primary plus secondary solids. The latter
consists of algae “float” from the oxidation ponds as removed by the dissolved air flotation
thickeners. Digested sludge is conditioned with a polymer and dewatered on gravity drainage
tiles to approximately 15-20% solids, then solar dried to approximately 75% solids. The
sludge dewatering system was constructed in 1994 and began operation in early 1995, Current
sludge production is approximately 2,000 tons/year (dry weight basis). The Discharger
produces a Class B sludge.

Biosolids Storage. The Discharger submitted the hydrogeologic assessment report for the
biosolids lagoons, required under Sludge Storage Requirement D.5 of Order 88-176. As
indicated in a letter dated May 28, 1993, the report was acceptable to the Executive Officer of
the Regional Board. According to the report, use of the WPCP biosolids lagoons as a surface
storage and disposal site for over 30 vears has not resulted in any significant impacts to
adjacent surface or ground waters.

EPA 40 CFR Part 503. In February 1993, EPA issued national standards regulating the use or
disposal of sewage sludge. These standards were promulgated in 40 CFR Part 503, and in
conjunction with the permitting requirements established in 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 501,
make up the regulatory framework of the National Sewage Sludge Program. The Discharger
must comply with the general requirements and pollutant limits specified in Subparts B, C, and
D of the Part 503 regulations.
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43.

Application. EPA directed POTWs that held existing NPDES permits to file a Part 503
application at the time the NPDES permit was renewed. The Discharger filed an application
dated December 22, 1997.

Disposal Alternarives. In its Part 503 application, the Discharger identifies two.alternatives for
sludge disposal: 1) beneficial reuse through land application, and 2) disposal in an on-site
sludge-only monofill located at the former Sunnyvale municipal solid waste landfill.
Construction and operation of the monofill has been approved by the Santa Clara County
Health Department (the Local Enforcement Agency). As requested by the Santa Clara County
Health Department, the sludge monofill Operations Plan has been submitted as an amendment
to the Sunnyvale Landfill Post-Closure Maintenance Plan.

The Discharger seeks to maximize its flexibility and increase reliability of sludge management
by maintaining a second disposal option, that of beneficial reuse through land application. The
Discharger intends to exercise this option when landspreading sites are available and economics
of transport are favorable. In 1995, approximately 600 tons of sludge was applied to the West
Hill of the Sunnyvaie landfill to aid in turf growth. In 1996, approximately 715 tons of studge
was taken to the Souza Ranch Landspreading Application site and used as an amendment o
grow oat crops.

Treatment of Plant Stormwater Discharges

Federal Regulations. Federal Regulations for storm water discharges were promulgated by the
US Environmental Protection Agency on November 19, 1990. The regutations 40 Code of
Federal Regulations Parts 122, 123, and 124 require specific categories of industrial activities
including Publicly Owned Treatment Works which discharge storm water associated industrial
activity to obtain a NPDES permit and to implement Best Available Technology Economicalty
Achievable and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology to control poliutants in
industrial storm water discharges.

. The Discharger has requested the Regional Board to address all storm water flows from the

wastewater treatment facility process areas in this permit. These storm water {lows are directed
to the wastewater treatment plant headworks and are treated along with the wastewater
discharged to the treatment plant. This permit now also regulates the discharge of industrial
storm water from this facility.

. Local Pretreatment Program

Source Control and Pollution Prevention Programs. The Discharger has implemented and is
mainfaining an effective US EPA approved pretreatment program in accordance with Federal
pretreatment regulations (40 CFR 403) and this Board's blanket Order No. 95-015. As
documenied in semi-annual and annual reports, the Discharger continues to satisfactorily
implement effective source control, pollution prevention, and waste minimization programs in
accordance with Basin Plan requirements and in coordination with the storm water program.
These programs have been successful in reducing the industrial/commercial contribution of
metals of concern 1o levels similar to those from residential sources.

Settlement Agreement. On February 17, 1993, the Discharger signed an agreement with Clean
South Bay, a coalition of environmental groups, concerning the source control program for the
treatment plant. The agreement included source control measures to reduce the concentration
and mass of metals in the influent from industrial, residential commercial and corrosion/water
supply sources. The compliance proposal was incorporated into Attachment 1 of the 1993
CDO. Source control tasks contained in the 1993 CIDDO are primarily aimed at investigating and
implementing additional reasonable controls on sources of nickel and copper discharges to the
treatment plant.
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47.

48,

The Discharger has fully complied with all the requirements of the 1993 CDO and continues to
implement aggressive source control, poliution prevention, and waste minimization programs.
The Discharger’s source control efforts have contributed to the Discharger’s ability to comply
with 1993 Permit effluent limits for ali pollutants except copper. The Discharger continues
annually to evaluate the effectiveness of its source control programs and to investigate
additional reasonable measures the programs might implement to further reduce influent
loadings.

O&M Manual. An Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Manual is maintained by the
Discharger for purposes of providing plant and regulatory personnel with a source of
information describing all equipment, recommended operation strategies, process control
monitoring, and maintenance activities. The Discharger will update the O&M manual according
to the tasks and schedules in Provision 24.

. This Order serves as an NPDES permit, reissuance of which is exempt from the provisions of

Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 21100) of Division I3 of the Public Resources Code
(CEQA) pursuant to Section 13389 of the California Code.

The Discharger and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Regional Board's
intent to reissue the NPDES permit for this discharge and have been provided an opportunity to
submit their written comments and appear at the public hearing.

The Regional Board, at a properly noticed public meeting, heard and considered comments
pertaining to the discharge.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Discharger, in Order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted thereunder and the provisions of
the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply
with the following provisions:

Discharge Prohibitions

Discharge of waste to waters of San Francisco Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge or
tributaries 1s prohibited.

Discharge of waste not receiving initial dilution of at least 10 to 1 1s prohibited.
Discharge of waste to dead-end sloughs or confined waterways is prohibited.

There shall be no bypass or overflow of untreated wastewater to waters of the State at the
treatment plant or {rom the collection system.

The average dry weather flow (ADWF) discharged shall not exceed 29.5 mgd. The average dry
weather flow shall be determined over three consecutive dry weather months each year.

Discharges of water, materials, or wastes other than storm water, which are not otherwise
authorized by this NPDES permit, to a storm drain system or waters of the State are prohibited.

Consistent with State Board Order WQ 90-5, this Order contains effluent imitations which are
substantially equivalent to the water quality based effluent limits in the 1993 Permit. This
permit requires: (a) studies to develop water quality based mass loading limits for metals; (b)
the continuation of the City's ongoing avian botulism contro! program; (c) measures to
maximize reclamation and minimize the efftuent discharge; and (d) the continued operation and
maintenance of the treatment plant at a high degree of reliability. Therefore, the Discharger is
granted an exception {0 discharge prohibitions 1 through 3, based on a finding of equivalent
13



level of environmental protection, conditioned upon compliance with the aforementioned

requirements.

B. Effiuent Limitations

1. The discharge of effluent containing constituents in excess of the following limits is prohibited:

Conventional Pollutants

The discharge of an effluent containing constituents in excess of the following limits is

prohibited:
, Monthly Daily Instantaneous

Constifuent Unit Average Maximum  Maximum
a. CBOD mg/i 10 20 -
b. Ammonia-N, mg/l 2 5

June to September (A) '
c. Suspended Solids mg/l 20 30 -
d. Oil and Grease mg/l 5 10 -
e. Settleable Matter mg/i-hr 0.1 - 0.2
f. Turbidity NTU - - 10
2. Chlorine Residual ~ mgil . - 0.0

A - There is no requirement for seasonal limitation for the period October through May, which
is based upon the lack of any evidence of toxicity in the discharge and no reported violations of
the receiving water objectives for un-ionized ammonia and dissolved oxygen:

2. pH
The discharge shall not have pH of less than 6.5 nor greater than 8.5.

3. Effluent Toxicity

3.1
A,

Acute Toxicity:

Definition: The survival of organisms in undiluted effluent shall be an 11-sample median
value of not less than 90 percent survival, and a 90 percentile value of not less than 70
percent survival. The 11-sample median and 90th percentile effluent limitations are defined
as follows:

11-sample median:  Any bioassay test showing survival of 90 percent or greater is not a
violation of this limit. A bioassay test showing survival of less than 90 percent represents a
violations of this efftuent limit, if five or more of the past ten or less bioassay tests show
less than 90 percent survival;

90th percentile: Any bioassay test showing survival of 70 percent or greater is not a
violation of this 90 percentile value limit. A bioassay test showing survival of less than 70
percent represents a violation of this effiuent limit, if one or more of the past ten or less
tests shows less than 70 percent survival.

B. Test Species and method:
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Bioassays shall be performed monthly using a species which is determined to be the most
sensitive species following an acute toxicity screening performed by the Discharger. Tests
shall be 96-hour flow-through bioassays on a frequency of one per month. Bioassays shall
be conducted in compliance with the “Methods for Measuring The Acute Toxicity of
Effluents and Receiving Water To Freshwater and Marine Organisms”, 3rd. edition, with
exceptions granted the Discharger by this Regional Board and the Environmental
Laboratory Accreditation Program (EL.AP).

3.2Chronic Toxicity:

A. Definition: Compliance with the Basin Plan narrative chronic ioxicity objective shall be
demonstrated according to the following tiered requirements based on results {rom
representative samples of the treated final effluent meeting test acceplability criteria:

1. routine monitoring;

2. accelerated monitoring (bi-weekly) after exceeding a three sample median value of 1 TUc®
or a single sample maximum of 2 TUc or greater;

3. return to routine monitoring if accelerated monitoring does not exceed either “irigger” in
“2!’;

4. initiate approved TIE/TRE workplan if accelerated monitoring confirms consistent toxicity
above either “trigger” in “27;

5. return to routine monitoring after appropriate elements of TRE workplan are implemented
and toxicity drops below “trigger” level in “2”, or as directed by the Executive Officer

M A TUc equals 100 divided by the no observable effect level (NOEL). The NOEL is
determined from IC, EC, or NOEC values. Monitoring and TRE requirements may be
modified by the Executive Officer in response fo the degree of toxicity detected in the
cffluent or in ambient waters related to the discharge.

B. Test Species and Methods

The Discharger shall conduct routine monitoring with a species determined to be the most
sensitive species during a chronic toxicity screening performed by the Discharger.
Bioassays shall be conducted in compliance with the “Short-Term Methods for Estimating
the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water 1o West Coast Marine and Estuarine
Organisms,” (EPA/600/R-95/136, August 1995), or other guidance approved by the
Executive Officer, with exceptions granted the Discharger by this Regional Board and the
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).

4. Concentration Criteria for Toxic Pollutants

The effluent shall not exceed the following concentration limits:

1-day 4-day Monthty
Constituent Avg. Avg. Avg.

(ug/l+ {ug/h+ (ug/ly+
Copper 8.6 (D.,F)
Mercury 2.1 (AB,F) 0.012 {AF)
Nickel 8.3 (AF)
Tributyl Tin 0.04 (A 0.005 (A,C)
Cyanide 7.7 (E)
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+ - Compliance determinations shall be based on available analyses for the time interval
associated with the effluent limitation. When only one sample analysis is available in a specified
time interval (e.g., 30-day average or 4-day average), that sample shall serve to characterize the
discharge for the entire interval. For 4-day averages, compliance with the effluent limitation may be
demonstrated by reporting concentrations of four consecutive 24-hour compostte samples, as well
as the average of the four.

. A Limit same as July 21, 1993 permit limit.

B. This limit, based on the Basin Plan and US EPA water quality criteria, is solely for the
purposes of this permit and only for the duration of the pernut.

C. On August 7, 1997 EPA proposed a 4-day average water quality criterion {or tributyl tin of
0.010 pg/L . A limit of 0.005 pg/L., which is based on the Basin Plan, is solely for the
purposes of this permit and only for the duration of the permit. When the EPA criterion is
promulgated, the Board may reopen this permit fo consider revising the limit to conform with
the new criterion..

D. An interim permit limitation is justified pending the development of adequate data upon which a
final limitation may be based. The limit is based upon recent (1995-1997) plant performance at
the 99.7 percentile level and is solely for the purposes of this permit and only for the duration
of the permit.

E. The applicable water quality objective is found in 40 CFR Section 131.36(b). The salt water
criterion is 1.0 pg/L (which is below the detection limit of 5 yg/L} and the fresh water criterion
is 5.2 pug/l.. Due to the lack of data, which the Discharger has agreed to generate, it is not
possible at this time to determine whether the discharge has the potential to cause an exceedance
of the applicable water quality objective. In the interim, the limit is 7.7 ug/L. on a daily basis
which is based upon recent (1995-1997) plant pcrformance at the 99.7 percentile level and is
solely {or the purposes of this permit and only for the duration of the pernit.

F. Metal limits are expressed as total recoverable metals.

4.1 Final water quality-based effluent limitations for copper and nickel will be implemented prior to
July 1, 2003. Limits will be based on data developed by the Discharger (consistent with
Provision 4 of this Order), which will be used to develop site-specific objectives and Total
- Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies. If the studies do not produce the required data the
Board will base final water quality based effluent limits on applicable State or {ederal water
quality criteria available at that time. If neither site specific objectives nor water quality criteria
are available, the following performance based limit shall take effect; 6.6 ug/l for copper,
one-day average.

4.2 Concentration Goals for Toxic Pollutants

The values stated in this table are goals rather than effiuent hmltauon‘; per footnotes A and B
below,
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‘ 1-day 4-day Monthly
Constituent Avg. Avg. Avg.

(ug/D)+ (ug/)+ ' (ug/D)+
2,4,6 Trichlorophenot 1.00
Hexachlorobenzene 0.00069
Pentachlorophenol 7.9 8.2
Aldrin 0.00014
a-BHC 0.013
Chlordane* 0.004 0.000081
DDT* 0.001 0.0006
Dieldrin 0.0019 0.00014
Endosulfan* 0.0087 2.0
Endrin® 0.0023 0.8
Heptachlor 0.0036 0.00017
Heptachlor Epoxide 0.00007
PCBs* 0.014 0.00007
Toxaphene 0.00002 0.00069
PAHs* 15 0.031
TCDD 1.4E-08

¥ - Analytical definition of constituent found in Attachment B of this permit "Organic Priority

Pollutants Definitions"
A - QGoal same as July 21, 1993 permit limit.

B. The values stated in this Table are goals rather than effluent limitations. The stated goal is
below the level of detection. The pollutant has not been detected in the discharge. A goal at this
level is solely for the purposes of this permit and only for the duration of the permit. The goal
comes from the 1991 Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan. If any of these goals is ultimately
converted to an effiuent limitation, the Regional Board will make appropriate adjustments in data
reporting requirements for any constituent where a number of related individual constituents have
been aggregated into a group for which a single number applies in order to avoid creating an
anomalous situation where the aggregation of reported values for a series of non-detects could lead
1o a false exceedance of such singie number.

5. Mass_Criteria for Pollutants

A. The following Mass Emission Limits for conventional pollutants where concentration limits
are expressed in mg/l shall apply:

(Mass Emission Limit in kg/day) = (Concentration Limit 1n mg/l} x (Actual Flow in million
gallons per day averaged over the time interval to which the limit applies) x 3.785
{conversion factor).

B. The effluent mass loadings for toxic pollutants shall not exceed the following mass loading
limits:
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1y

2)

Annual

Constituents Limit (db/vr) (1.2)
Arsenic 110
Cadmium 55
Chromium (VI) - 385
Copper 715
Lead 220
Mercury 55
Nickel 770
Selenium 55
Stlver 110
Zinc 3740
Cyanide 1155
Phenotl 2860
PAHs 715

Notes

Mass limits same as in Order No. 91-067. Metal limits based on average flow data from
1985-1988 and average concentration data from 1989. According to the Basin Plan, after a
wasteload allocation (for copper) is implemented in permits and load reductions consistent
with that allocation are occurring, the Board will reevaluate the effluent concentration
limitations for copper. Limits for cyanide, phenols, and PAHs are based on 1985-1988
average flow data and 1989 performance data.

In calculating compliance, the Discharger will count all non-detect measures at the detection
level. if a mass limit violation is observed, and non-detects contribute to the violation, the
Discharger will improve monitoring capabilities for the specific constituent, and the
violations will be evaluated with consideration of the detection limits.

Mass loading should be calculated for each analytical result (e.g., for weekly measures,
calculate loadings weekly using average weekly flow data. The Discharger shall submit a
cumulative total of mass loadings for the previous twelve months with each Self-Monitoring
Report). Compliance will be determined based on the previous twelve months of monitoring,
and will be calculated weekly for weekly measures, and monthly for monthly measures.
Monitoring data collected under accelerated schedules should be time-weighted when
calculating the average annual loading.

For performance-based mass limits: Because mass may increase during heavy rainfall years
and wet year data were not considered in the development of these limits, exceedances during
wet weather years will be evaluated separately.

Percent Removal BOD and TSS
The arithmetic mean of values for BOD and suspended solids in effluent samples collected in
each monthiy reporting period shall not exceed 15% of the arithmetic mean of respective values

for influent samples collected at approximately the same times during the same monthly period,
1.e. 85% removal.
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R

Coliform Bacteria

The treated wastewaier, at some point in the treatment process prior to discharge, shall meet the
following limits of bacteriological quality:

The moving median vatue for the Most Probable Number (MPN) of total coliform bacteria
in any five (5) consecutive samples shall not exceed 23 MPN/100 ml.; and

Any single sample shall not exceed 240 MPN/100 mL.
The Discharger may use alternate limifs of bacteriological quality instead of meeting 7.a and 7.b
above (total coliform limits) during a study to determine appropriate limits i the Discharger can
establish to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that the use of fecal coliform limits will not
result in unacceptable adverse impacts on the beneficial uses of the receiving water:

eceiving Water Limitations

The discharge of waste shall not cause the following conditions to exist i waters of the State af

any place:

A. Floating, suspended, or deposited macroscopic particulate matter, or foam;

B. Bottom deposits or aquatic growths;

C. Alteration of temperature, turbidity, or apparenf color beyond present natural background levels;

D. Visible, floating, suspended, or deposited oil or other products of petroleum ongin;

E. Toxic or other deleterious substances o be present in concentrations or quantities which will
cause deleterious effects on aquatic biota, wildlife, or waterfowl, or which render any of these
unfit for human consumption either at levels created in the receiving waters or as a result of
biological concentration.

The discharge of waste shall not cause the following limits to be exceeded in waters of the State
within one foot of the water surface:
Constituent Limit
A. Dissolved Oxygen 5.0 mg/L minimum. Median of any three consecutive
months shall not be less than 80% saturation. When natural
factors cause lesser concentrations than those indicated
above, then this discharge shall not cause fusther reduction
in the concentration of dissolved oxygen.

B. Dissolved Sulfide 0.1 mg/L. maximum.

C. pH Variation {rom natural ambient pH causing unreasonable

effects on beneficial uses.

D. Un-ionized Ammonia 0.025 mgl. as N, annual median. 04 mgL as N,

maximum.

Any applicable receiving water quality standard for receiving waters adopted by the

Regional Board or the State Water Resources Conirol Board, as required by the Clean

Water Act or amendments thereto, including the chronic toxicity objective, shall be met

within 250 feet of the point of discharge. In the case of marine water quality objectives, the
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standard shall be met where the salinity is greater than or equal to 5 parts per thousand 75% |
of the time.

“If applicable water quality standards are promulgated or approved pursuant to Section
303 of the Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto that supersede the basis for this permit,
the Regional Board will revise or modify this Order in accordance with the applicable
objectives and implementation policies established by the State Board.

Biosolids/Sludge Requirements

For Biosolids management, the Discharger shall comply with all requirements of 40 CFR
Part 503.

The discharge of biosolids shall not allow waste material to be deposited in the waters of
the State.

The Discharger shall submit an annual report to the US EPA and the Regional Board
containing reuse information and other information requirements as specified by 40 CFR

Part 503.
Provisions

1. Permit Compliance

The Discharger shall comply with the limitations, prohibitions, and other provisions of this
Order immediately upon adoption by the Board. The Board may reopen this permit to add
numeric himits for any constituent that in the future exhibits reasonable potential to cause or

contribute to a exceedance of a water quality standard.
Special Studies

2. Receiving Water Investigation

The Discharger shall conduct a receiving water study to assess the beneficial uses of Moffett
Channel and Guadalupe Slough, to develop metal tfranslators, and to determine the need for a
Use Attainability Analysis (UAA). These studies may be conducted in combination with other
studies cited in this Order including the copper TMDL Bay Modeling effort. These studies
shall be conducted in accordance with the following tasks and time schedule:

Task

Compliance Date

a. Develop a study plan in coordination with Regional Board staff that
specificatly defines the information to be collected, the methodology to
be used, and how the information will be evaluated and used by the
Board. The study plan will include the tasks and schedules necessary
to identify the existing and potential beneficial uses of Guadalupe
Slough and Moffett Channel, to derive metals translators, and to fulfill
UAA requirements.

March 1, 1999

b. Following approval by the Exccuu\fe Officer, commence work In
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 2.a. '
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¢. Submut a final report documenting the results of the beneficial use
investigation described in Task 2.a. The final report shall contain in
part recommendations for existing and potential beneficial uses and the
necessary  documentation to support the .Regional Board's
consideration of inclusion of these uses within the Regional Board's
Basin Plan.

Pursuant to a time schedule in
approved study plan from Task
2.a.

3.

Shallow Water Discharge Dilution Investigation

The Discharger shall update its previous shallow water dilution study, including demonstration
of compliance with water quality objectives, evaluation of worst case conditions, and
evaluation of mass loading impacts. These studies may be conducted with other studies cited in
this Order including the copper TMDL. Bay Modeling effort. The study shall be conducted in

accordance with the following tasks and time schedule:

Task Compliance Date

a. Develop study plan to define the hydrodynamics in the | June 1, 1999

vicinity of its discharge, the areal extent of the mixing zone, and
to satisfy the other study plan requirements of the Basin Plan
Shallow Water Discharges section (p. 4-12) necessary for the
Board to consider granting limited dilution credit.

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence {60 days after EO approval

work in accordance with the study plan and time schedule
submitied pursuant to Task 3.a.

¢. Submit a final report documenting the results of thej Pursuant to a ume schedule m
investigation described in Task 3.a and containing as | approved study plan from Task 3.a.

appropriate requests for limited dilution credit and revised
concentration or mass based limits.

4.  Participation in Watershed Management Initiative

The Discharger shall participate with the Regional Board staff, other Dischargers in the Lower
South Bay, representatives of the public and other concemed parties as described below in
carrying out the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) tasks set forth in
the Bay Monitoring and Modeling Workpian dated July 29, 1997 aimed at development of a
phased TMDL. The Discharger shall participate in such a manner by attending through its
representatives meetings of the Core Group of the WMI, as well as meetings of the Bay
Modeling and Monitoring Subgroup and the Regulatory Subgroup. The Discharger shall
review and comment upon all technical and other proposals developed by the foregoing groups
of the WMI. The Discharger shall make technical information in its possession available to the
appropriate groups of the WMI necessary to develop the phased TMDL. The Discharger shall
send a report to the Executive Officer every six months, beginning January 31, 1999,
describing its efforts for the prior six months in cooperating with the WMI.

Mercury Compliance Evaluation and TMDL Participation

The Discharger shall conduct low detection limit monitoring to verify the attainability of the
national freshwater mercury objective of 0.012 ug/L. Any further required reductions in
mercury effluent concentrations shouid be achieved through source control, pollution
prevention, and economically feasible optimization of treatment plant removal efficiency. The
Discharger shall participate with the Regional Board and other South Bay Dischargers in
identifying cross media watershed-wide sources of mercury impacting the receiving water and
potential control measures. The Discharger shall also participate in Regional Board TMDL
process development of site specific objectives and/or a wasteload allocation and mass effluent
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limits for mercury. This study shall be conducted in accordance with the following tasks and

time schedule:

a. Submit a participation plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for
further low level effluent monitoring and participation in Region-wide
mercury phased TMDL investigations.

December 1, 1998

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work in
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 5.a.

60 days after EO approval

Water Reclamation

The Discharger shall complete a water reclamation plan that investigates reasonable
opportunities within and outside the City for increasing the use of recycled water and reducing
discharges to San Francisco Bay. The Discharger shall coordinate with the other South Bay
Dischargers and the Santa Clara Valley Water District in investigations of groundwater recharge
and other indirect potable reuse opportunities. This study shall be conducted in accordance with

the following tasks and time schedule:

a. Submit a study plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for
developing a Master Plan and participating in local indirect potable
reuse studies. :

March 1, 1999

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work in
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 6.a.

60 days after EO approval

¢. Submit a report documenting the results of the indirect potable reuse
studies and a copy of the Master Plan report prepared per above Task
6.a.

per time schedule in approved
study plan from Task 6.a.

7. Streamflow Augmentation

The Discharger shall in coordination with the San Jose WPCP, the SCVWD and the WMI
investigate alterpative streamflow augmentation projects. The study shall include an
investigation of the Effluent Dominated Streams approach. This study shall be conducted

according to the following tasks and time schedule:

a. Submit a study plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for
investigation of streamflow augmentation projects and use of the
Effluent Dominated Streams permitting approach.

September 1, 1999

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work 1n
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 7.a.

60 days after EO approval

¢. Submit a report documenting the results of the investigations
implemented above in 7.a.

Pursuant to a time schedule in
approved study plan from Task
&.a.

8. Cyanide Reduction Investigation

The Discharger shall conduct a study to evaluate cyanide interferences in accordance with the

following tasks and time schedule:
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10.

Task

Compliance Date

a. Submit a study plan, acceptable to the Exccutive Officer, for
investigating cyanide removals across the existing treatment plant, its
potential for generating cyanide, and analytical interferences.

December 1, 1998

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work in
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 8.a.

60 days after EO approval

¢. Submitl Ninal report documenting the results of the mvestigation
described in Task 8.a. The report shall include as appropriale
recommendations on feasible alternative treatment measures to reduce
cyanide in the treated effluent, alternative analytical methodologies to
eliminate artifactual resulis, lowest available detection limits, and
alternate limits per Basin Plan Alternate Limits section (p. 4-8).

Pursuant fo a time schedule 1n
approved study plan {rom Task
&.a.

9. Ammonia Study

The Discharger shall conduct a study to verify the lack of receiving water impacts of reduced
WPCP ammonia removals from October through May, alternative ammonia limits, and WPCP

ammonia removal factors, according to the following tasks and time

schedule:

Task

Compliance Date

a. Submit a study plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for
documenting receiving water dissolved oxygen and un-ionized
ammonia concentrations. The study shall also evaluate alternative
recycled water production versus discharge operational modes to
maximize FGR ammonia removal.

September 1, 1998

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work in
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 9.a.

60 days after EO approval

¢. Submit final report documeniing the results of the investigation
described in Task 9.a. The report shall include as appropriate

plant operating strategies o maximize ammonia removals.

recommendations on alternate ammonia effluent limits and alternative| 9

Pursuant 10 a time schedule in |
approved study plan from Task
.a.

Operations and Maintenance Manual, Contingency Plan, and Reliability Report

Updates

The Discharger has recently completed several plant improvement projects that necessifate
updating the O&M manual and aspects of the Contingency Plan. The Discharger has not

updated its WPCP Reliability Report for approximately ten vears.

requests for exceptions to the Basin Plan discharge prohibitions

As part of reviewing
the Board is required to

evaluate the reliability of the Discharger’s system in preventing inadequately treated wastewater
from being discharged to the receiving waters. The Discharger will review and update the

O&M manual, Contingency Plan, and Reliability Report according
time schedule:

to the following tasks and

Task

Compliance Date

a. Submit a work plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for
updating the WPCP O&M manual, Contingency Plan, and Reliability
Report.

December 1, 1998

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence work 1m
accordance with the work plan and time schedule submitted pursuant
to Task 10.a.

60 days after EO approval
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¢. Submit updated versions of the O&M manual, Contingency Plan, | Per schedule in approved work
and Reliability Report completed pursuant to Task 11.a for Executive | plan in Task 10.a,
Officer review and approval.

11. External Audit of Laboratory

The Discharger shall prepare a study plan for the conduct of an external audit of its laboratory.
The study shall include recommendations on best available ultra-clean sampling and analytical
methadologies for each constituent monitored in this Permit. The audit shall be conducted
according to the following tasks and time schedule:

a. Submit a study plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, for the| December 1, 1998
conduct of an external audit of the WPCP laboratory and investigation
of ultra-clean techniques.

b. Following approval by the Executive Officer, commence audit in| 60 days after EO approval
accordance with the study plan and time schedule submitted pursuant

o Task 11.a.
¢. Submit a report documenting the results of the audit conducted per| Pursuant to a time schedule in
above Task 11.a. approved study plan from Task

11.a.

12.- Special Effluent Study for Certain Organic Pollutants

The Discharger shall, jointly with the other lower South Bay Dischargers, conduct low-level
monitoring with research based analytical procedures for those pollutants in B.4.2.  The
Dischargers shall utilize 3-5 laboratories and determine the reproducibility of results over a two-
year period conducting sampling on a semi-annual basis. The purpose of this work is to establish
the pollutant levels in the effluent using ultra-clean sampling procedures and low-level analytical
procedures. To the extent that non-EPA approved (40CFR136) methods are used, the results will
not be used for compliance purposes.

Submit Work Plan December 1, 1998
Submit Final Report January 31, 2001

13. Selected Organies Source Investigation

The Discharger shall submit a workplan, including time schedules, acceptable to the Executive
Officer, for investigating the sources of organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, and dioxins in the
treatment plant influent. The investigation shall at a minimum review the types of facilities that may
be contributing these organic pollutants to the waste stream in the Discharger’s service area. Other
potential sources shall also be reviewed in order to reasonably account for these chemicals that are
noted or suspected in the plant’s influent. The Discharger shall carry out the workplan pursuant to
a time schedule approved by the Executive Officer. The Discharger shall submit the results of its
investigation, including source control and pollution prevention opportunities, to the Executive
Officer.

Due Date for Workplan Submittal: January 31, 1999
i4. Copper Reduction Investigation

The Discharger has considerably reduced treatment plant influent and effluent copper
concentrations through prior corrosion control efforts, copper source control actions, and
highly effective treatment plant operation. The Discharger will document current copper
reduction and control activities and evaluate the feasibility of potential enhancements to those
activities in accordance with the following tasks and time schedule:
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Task

Compliance Date

a. The Discharger shail submit a report documenting efforts made to
reduce influent copper concenirations, including details of past
measures taken by the local water agencies to reduce corrosion in the
supply system and the feasibility of further opiimization of corrosion
control efforts, This report may be submitted in conjunction with other
wastewater {reatment plants served by the same water purveyors.

Tuly 1, 1999

b. The Discharger shall submit a report documenting copper, nickel
and mercury removals across the treatment plant and evaluating
potential measures for further concentration and/or mass loading

December 1, 1999

reductions.

15.

16.

a.

17.

The following constituents (i.e. arsenic, cadmium, chromium, silver, and zinc) do have
detectton limits below water quality criteria but have been found not to have a reasonable
potential to exceed effiuent water quality limits. If a pollutant concentration increases
significantly, the Discharger shall conduct weekly (or other {requency approved by the
Executive Officer) monitoring to establish a dataset (greater than 20 values) to perform a
reasonable potential analysis. Results shall be reported to the Regional Board and if the
Executive Officer determines that significant increases in the concentrations of these
constituents have occurred, the Discharger shall redo the reasonable potential analysis and
investigate the source of the increases and establish remedial measures if increases posc a
threat to water quality.

Compliance with Acute Toxicity Limits (Effluent Limitation B.3. of this Order)

Compliance with the acute toxicity limitation in effluent limitation B.3 of this Order shall be
evaluated by measuring survival of test fishes exposed to undiluted effluent of 96 hours. Each
fish species represents a single sample.

Two fish species will be tested concurrently. These shall be the most sensitive two species
determined from concurrent screening(s) of three species: three spine stickieback, rainbow
trout and fathead minnow according to a workplan approved by the Executive Officer. The
three species screening requirement can be met using either flow-through or static renewal
bioassays, and all tests must be completed within ten days of initiating the first test. If
concurrent screenings have been conducted prior to this permit reissuvance, the existing data
may be submitted o the Board. If such information is found to meet the requirementis of the
Basin Plan, further screenings would not be required.

The Regional Board may consider allowing compliance monitoring with only one (the most
sensitive, if known) fish species, if the following condition is met: the Discharger can
document that the acute toxicity limitation, specified above, has not been exceeded during the
previous three vears, or that acute toxicity has been observed in only one of two fish species.

The toxicity tests will be performed according to protocols approved by the US EPA or State
Board or published by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) or American
Public Health Association, or as directed in writing by the Executive Officer. The Discharger
may continue using current test methods until receipt of written guidance from the Executive
Ofticer or State Board on conducting the new procedures and on interpreting compliance
results compared with current method test results.

Chronic Toxicity Reduction Evaluation

If there 1s a consistent exceedance of either of the chronic toxicity monitoring triggers, the
Discharger shall implement a tiered chronic toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE), in accordance
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with a TRE work plan acceptable to the Executive Officer. The TRE shall be initiated within 15
days of the date of violation. The purpose of the TRE is to investigate the causes of and to
identify corrective control actions in response to effluent toxicity incidents. The objective of the
TRE is to narrow the search for effective control measures for effluent toxicity. TRESs need to
be site specific but should follow EPA gunidance and be conducted in a step-wise fashion.

Tier I includes basic data collection, followed by Tier 2 which evaluates optimization of the
treatment system operation, facility housekeeping, and the selection and use in-plant process
chemicals. If unsuccessful in reducing toxicity, Tier 3, a toxicity identification evaluation
(TIE), should be initiated and all reasonable efforts using currently available TIE
methodologies employed.  Assuming successful identification or characterization of the
toxicant(s), Tier 4 is to evaluate {inal effluent treatment options and Tier 5 is to evaluate within
plant treatment options. Tier 6 consists of follow-up and confirmation once the toxicity control
method has been selected and implemented.

Many recommended TRE elements parallel source control, pollution prevention, and
stormwater control program best management practices (BMPs). To prevent duplication of
effort, evidence of complying with those requirements may be sufficient to comply with TRE
requirements. By requiring the first steps of a TRE to be accelerated testing and review of the
facility’s TRE workplan, a TRE may be ended in its early stages. All reasonable steps shall be
taken to reduce toxicity to the required level. The Board recognizes that identification of causes
of chronic toxicity may not be successful in all cases. Consideration of enforcement action by
the Board will be based in part on the Discharger's actions in identifying and reducing sources
of consistent toxicity,

18. Chronic Toxicity Screening Phase Monitoring

The Discharger shall conduct screening phase monitoring as described in the Self-Monitoring
Program under either of these two conditions:

a. Subsequent to any significant change in the nature of the effiuent discharged through changes
in sources or treatment, except those changes resulting from reductions in pollutant
concentrations aftributable to pretreatment, source control, and waste minimization efforts; or

b. Prior to Permit reissuance, except when the Discharger is conducting a TRE/TIE. Screening
phase monitoring data shall be included in the NPDES Permit application for reissuance. The
information shall be as recent as possibie, but may be based on screening phase monitoring
conducted within 5 years before the permit expiration date.

The Discharger shall conduct screening phase monitoring in accordance with a proposal
submitted to, and acceptable to the Executive Officer. The proposal shall contain, at a
minimum, the elements specified in Part B of the Seif-Monitoring Program of this Order, or
alternatives as approved by the Executive Officer. The purpose of the screening is to determine
the most sensitive test species for subsequent routine compliance monitoring for .chronic
toXicity.
19. Avian Botulism Control Program

The Discharger shall continue to monitor Guadalupe Slough, Moffett Channel, and the
oxidation pond area for the presence of avian botulism, and control outbreaks through the
prompt collection of sick and dead vertebrates. The Discharger will continue to submit annual

reports to the Regional Board, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the US Fish
and Wildlife Service. Annual reports will be due on February 1 each year.
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20. Pretreatment Program. The Discharger shall implement and enforce its approved
pretreatment program in accordance with Board Order 95-015 and its amendments thereafter.
The Discharger's responsibilities include, but are not limited to:

a. Enforcement of National Pretreatment Standards (e.g., prohibited discharges, Categorical
Standards) as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6;

b. Development and enforcement of local limits that implement the requirements of 40 CFR
405.3(c);

c. Implementation of the pretreatment program in accordance with legal authorities, policies,
procedures, and financial provisions described in the General Pretreatment regulations (40
CFR 403) and its approved pretreatment program.

d. Submission of annual and semiannual reports to EPA and the State as described in Board
Order 95-015, and its amendments thereafter.

e. The Discharger has developed an appropriate methodology to quantify flows and poltutants of
concern (i.e., copper, nickel and mercury) from residential, commercial, industrial and other
sources. Loading estimates have been submitted annually and will be updated annually and
submitted with the Annual Prefreatment Report.

f. An external audit of the Discharger’s pretreatment program shall be conducted and submitted to
the Regional Board once during the life of the permit.

21. Self Monitoring Program

The Discharger shall comply with the attached Self-Monitoring Program. The Executive
Officer may make minor amendments to the Self-Monitoring Program pursuant to federal
regulations (40 CFR 122.63).

22. Watershed Program Updates, Modifications, and Reporting Requirements: The
Discharger shall report to the Executive Officer any updates, changes or modifications to its
watershed programs found in this Order semi-annually: January 31 and July 31. The program
maodifications will be included as a part of the semi-annual pretreatment program reports. The
Discharger may implement modifications to individual program elements if the Executive
Officer has not disapproved of the change within 45 days of being notified.

23. The Discharger shall comply with all items in the attached "Standard Provisions, Reporting
Requirements, and Definitions",

24. The Discharger shall review and update its Operation and Maintenance Manual annually, or in
the event of significant facility or process changes, shortly after such changes occur.  Annual
revisions, or letiers stating that no such changes are needed shall be submitted to the Regional
Board by April 15 of each year.

25. The Discharger shall annually review and update its Contingency Plan. The discharge of
pollutants in violation of this Order, where the Discharger has failed to develop and/or
implement a contingency plan will be the basis for considering such discharge a willful and
negligent violation of this Order, pursuant to Section 13387 of the Water Code.

26. This Order expires on June 17, 2003. The Discharger must file a report of waste discharge in
accordance with Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 9 of the California Adminisirative Code not
later than 180 days before this expiration date as application for reissuance of wasle discharge
requirements.
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277, The requirements of this Order supersede the requirements of Orders 93-086, and Cease and
Desist Order 93-084. Orders 93-086, and Cease and Desist Order 93-084 are hereby
rescinded.

28. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean water Act or amendments thereto, and shall become
effective 10 days after the date of its adoption, provided the Regional Administrator, US EPA,
has no objection. If the Regional Administrator objects to its issuance, the permit shall not
become effective until such objection is withdrawn.

1, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, on June 17, 1998.

ﬁ/ﬂt K. s
LORETTA K. BARSAMIAN
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Attachments:
A: History of 1993 Permits
B: Organic Pollutant Definitions
Self Monitoring Program
Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements
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ATTACHMENT A

HISTORY OF 1993 PERMIT LIMITS.

. Statewide Plans and Basin Plan Amendments 1991-1993. The State Board

adopted two statewide water quality control plans in April 1991: the Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries Plan and the Inland Surface Waters Plan (Statewide Plans). The Board adopted a
revised Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (Basin Plan) in
December 1991, based on the Statewide Plans. The Regional Board amended the Basin
Plan in October 1992 to adopt a site-specific objective of 4.9 g/l for copper for San
Francisco Bay. The Regional Board amended the Basin Plan in June 1993 to adopt a
region-wide wasteload allocation for copper. The provisions of the 1993 Permit, when
adopted, were based in part upon these latter two Basin Plan amendments which had been

adopted by the Regional Board but not yet been approved by the State Board.

Objectives in Statewide Plans as Basis for 1991 and 1993 Permits, The 1993
Permit contains, as did the Dischargers NPDES Permit issued in April 1991, effluent
limits for metals and organics based on objectives in the State Board’s 1991 Statewide
Plans which were rescinded in 1994 and are no longer in effect. The effluent concentration
limits in the 1991 permit and in the 1993 Permit are the more stringent of the freshwater or
the salt water Statewide Plan's objectives, without incorporation of dilution credit. The
cadmium limit in both permits was calculated from the freshwater objective formula
assuming an ambient hardness of 50 mg/L. Copper limits in the 1993 permils were based
on a Basin Plan amendment that was remanded for reconsideration.

Plant Performance Based Limits. For certain constituents, namely arsenic,
chromium (VI), selenium, and phenol, the effluent limitations contained in the Discharger’s
February 20, 1990 NPDES permit amendments were lower than the numeric water quality
objectives contained in the Statewide Plans. The February 20, 1990 effluent limitations
were based on plant performance (the 95th percentile values of 1989 effluent data), with
compliance evaluated on a matching 95th percentile basis. The Board carmried these
performance based effluent limitations over into both the Discharger’s April 17, 1991
NPDES permit amendments and, in turn, into the 1993 Permits.

Mass Limits and the Anti-Degradation Baseline. State Board Order WQ 90-5
required the Board to impose an anti-degradation baseline on the Discharger in the form of
mass limits for certain toxic pollutants. These mass limits were required to be calculated on
the basis of average flow data {rom 1985-1988 (representing drought and non-drought
years) and average concentration data from 1989. Mass limits were imposed by the Board
in the Discharger’s April 17, 1991 NPDES permit amendments and were carried forward
into the 1993 Permits, unchanged except for copper, where a new mass limit was imposed,
which was based on the wasteload allocation adopted by the Board in June 1993 and
remanded in 1994. Given the remand of authority upon which the new mass himit was
based, the mass limit for copper contained in this Order is based on the original formula for
calculating such a limit contained in WQ 90-5.

Interim Limits for Copper and Nickel in CDO. Since the 1993 Permit daily
maximum copper and nickel limits were not attainable, the concurrently issued 1993 CDO
contains interim limits based on plant performance. The interim daily maximum limits were
set at the 95th percentile of plant performance concentrations during the period from
January 1992 to May 1993. Compliance was evaluated based on the 95th percentile of
plant effluent quality.

Source Control. OnJuly 21, 1993 the Board, concurrently with the issuance of the 1593

Permit, issued the 1993 CDO. The 1993 CDO contained requirements for the Discharger

to implement a comprehensive program for regulating indirect discharges of pollutants
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(primarily copper and nickel) from commercial and industrial sources. This program was
based, in part, upon an agreement between the Discharger and certain environmental
groups. In taking this step, the Board found “Source control, including waste
minimization, i$ a more desirable pollutant reduction technique than structural modification
at the Discharger's plant.” (Finding 10)
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ATTACHMENT B

ORGANIC AND PRIORITY POLLUTANTS SPECIAL DEFINITIONS

CHLORDANE shall mean the sum of chlordane-alpha, chlordane-gamma, chlordene-
alpha, chlordene-gamma, nonachlor-alpha, nonachlor-gamma, and oxychlordane.

CHROMIUM VI fimit may be met by analysis for total or hexavalent chromium.

DDT shall mean the sum of the p,p' and o,p' isomers of DDT, DDD (TDE), and DDE.

ENDOSULFAN shall mean the sum of endosulfan-alpha, endosulfan-béta, an
endosulfan sulfate. ‘

ENDRIN shall mean the sum of endrin and endrin aldehyde.

HALOMETHANES shail mean the sum of bromoform, bromomethane (methyl bromide),
chloromethane (methyl chloride), chlorodibromomethane, and dichlorobromomethane.

PAHs (polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons) shall mean the sum of acenaphthylene,
anthracene, 1,2-benzanthracene, 3,4-benzofluoranthene, benzo[k]fluoranthene, 1,12-
benzoperylene, benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene, dibenzo[ah]anthracene, fluorene, indenof1,2,3-
cd]pyrene, phenanthrene, and pyrene.

PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) shall mean the sum of chlorinated biphenyls whose
analytical characteristics resemble those of Aroclor-1016, Aroclor-1221, Aroclor-1232,
Aroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, and Aroclor-1260. '






CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

SELF-MONITORING PROGRAM
FOR
CITY OF SUNNYVALE
SUNNYVALE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT
SANTA CLARA COUNTY
NPDES NO. CA0037621
ORDER NO. 98-053

CONSISTING OF
PART A (Dated August 1993) and PART B



SELF-MONITORING PROGRAM
FOR
CITY OF SUNNYVALE

PART B
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING AND OBSERVATION STATIONS

Influent and Intake
Station Description
A-001 At any point in the treatment facilities headworks at which all waste
tributary to the system is present.
Effluent
Station Description
E-001 At any point in the outfall from the treatment facitities between the point
of discharge and the point at which all waste tributary to that outfall is
present. (May be the same as E-001-D).
E-001-D At any point in the disinfection facilities at which point adequate contact

with the disinfectant is assured.

Receiving Waters

Station . Description

C-1-1 At any point in Moffett Channel located within 100 feet down current
from the old point of discharge E-001.

C-1-2 At any point in Guadalupe Slough located within 2,500 feet easterly from
the point of discharge from outfall E-001. ,

C-1-3 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located within 100 feet westerly from the
point of discharge {from outfall E-001.

C-2-0 : At a point in Guadalupe Slough located not closer than 2,000 feet
easterly from Station C-3-0.

C-3-0 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located at the confluence with Moffs ett
Channel.

C-4-0 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located in the vicinity of the Moffett

Naval Air Station fuel dock and not closer than S00 feet westerly from
the point of discharge from outfall E-G01.

C-4-2 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located 2,000 feet bayward from Station
C-4-Q.



D.

E.

1T1.

Station Description

C-4-4 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located 4,000 feet bayward from Station
C-4-0.

C-4-6 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located 6,000 feet bayward from Station
C-4-0.

C-5-0 At a point in Guadalupe Slough located at the PG&E Company power
line crossing near the mouth of Guadalupe Slough.

Land Observations

Station Description

P-1 thru P-*n’ Located at the corners and midpoints of the perimeter {enceline
surrounding the treatment facilities. (A sketch of the locations of these
stations will accompany each annual report).

L-1 thru L-*no’ Located along the perimeter levee at equidistant intervals not to exceed

500 feet. (A sketch of the locations of these stations will accompany
each annual report). :

Overflows and Bypasses

Station Description
OV-1 thru OV-*n’ Bypasses or overflows from manholes, pump stations, or collection
systems.

SCHEDULE OF SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS

The schedule of sampling and analysis shail be that given in Table 1 and Table 1 footnotes,
except for sludge. Sludge sampling shall follow the schedule and analyses specified by
Order 95-015 or amendments thereto.

II1.

MODIFICATIONS OF PART A

Add to Section F.4.¢e:

Include in each monthly report the following:

Annual tabulations of all data collected through the year up to the reported month to
date for acute toxicity, monthly flow, and influent and effluent metals and cyanide.
For metals and cyanide, include influent and effluent concentration and mass data.
On a monthly basis, report the minimum, maximum and average metals and cyanide
concentration values for the year, through the reported month. Report most recent
twelve months total mass discharged for metals and cyanide and compliance with
this permits’ mass based limits calculated pursuant to effluent limitation B.5,

I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the following Self-
Monitoring Program:



1. Has been developed in accordance with the procedures set forth in this Regional
Board’s Resolution 73-16 in order to obtain data and document compliance with waste
discharge requiremenis established in Regional Board Order No. 98-053.

2. May be revised at any time subsequent to the effective date upon receipt of written
notice from the Executive Officer pursuant to federal regulations (40 CFR 122.36);
other revisions may be ordered by the Board.

Is effective on the date shown below.

M /(.@MW

Loreita K. Barsamian
Executive Officer
Date: June 17, 1998
Attachments:

Part A
Table 1 with Table 1 Footnotes



Table 1
Schedule of Sampling, Measurement, and Analysis (3)

City of Sunnyvale

Sampling Station --->

A-001

E-001D

AlIC
Stations
{8)

S (5)

AlLP

All OV

Stations | Stations

Type of Sampie --->

C-24

G2

Cont.

C-24

G

O

O

O

Flow Rate
(mgd)

3]

CBOD, 5-day, 20 deg. C (1)
(mg/1&1b/d)

Settieable Solids
(mL/L-hr.}

Total Suspended Solids (1)
(mg/L & 1b/day)

3/W

3/W

01l and Grease
{mg/L & lb/day)

Total Coliform {6)
(MPN /100 ml)

I/W

Chlorine Residual & Dosage
(4) (mg/1 & ib/day)

Cont.

Acute Toxicity-96 hr, Flow-
through (7)

(% survival in undiluted
effluent)

Chronic Toxicity (8)

Dissolved Oxygen
(mg/L & % Saturation}

Dissolved Sulfides
{mg/L if DO<5.0 mg/L)

pH (units)

Ammonia Nitrogen
J(mg/L & 1b/day)

Nitrate Nitrogen
(mg/L & 1b/day)

Nitrite Nitrogen (mg/L &
Ib/day)

Total Organic Nitrogen
(mg/L & ib/day)

Total Phosphate
{mg/L & Ib/day)

Turbidity, Nephelometric
(NTU)

Arsenic
(uz/L & Ib/day)

Cadmium
(ug /L & Ib/day)

4

Chromium, Total
(ug /L & Ib/day)

zlz|g|lulg|=E=]=| ==

F:ASUZ3-02\PERMIT\SMPTAB.XLS
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Table 1

Schedule of Sampling, Measurement, and Analysis (3)

City of Sunnyvale

{Sampling Station --->

A-001

E-001D

AllC
Stations
(5)

5¢)

ALY

All OV

Stations | Stations

C-24

G (2

Cont. C-24

G

O

9]

0]

Copper
(pg/L & Ib/day)

Type of Sample --->

=

=

Cyanide
(ug /L & 1b/day)

Lead
(ug /L & Ib/day)

Mercury (9)
(ug/L & 1b/day)

Nickel
(ug/L & lb/day)

Selerium
{ug /L & Ib/day)

Silver
(ug /L & Ib/day)

“NZinc
(ug/L & Ib/day)

Tributyltin
(ug/L & 1b/day)

Phenol .
(ug /1. & lb/day)

PAH's (1)
(ug /L & Ib/day)

Oolol2|gIZ|EIEIZ|EE

ololzlzlzlzlzlzlz|z

Observations

All Applicable Standard

Organic Priority Pollutants Y
(11) (ug/L & lb/day)

F:\SU23-02\PERMIT\SMPTAB XLS
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Table 1 -- Abbreviations and Footnotes
City of Sunnyvale

Abbreviations used in Table 1:

Type of Samples Type of Stations

G = grab sample A = treatment facility influent stations
C-24 = composite sample (24 hour) E = treatment facility effluent stations
Cont. = continuous sampling L. = basin and/or pond levee stations
O = Observations C-n-n = receiving water stations

P = treatment facility perimeter stations
OV = bypasses or overflows {rom
manholes, pump stations, or collection

systems

Frequency of Sampling
E = each occurrence 3/W =3 days per week
D = once each day 5/W = 5 days per week
W = once each week 2/M = 2 days per month
M = once each month 2/Y = twice per year
Y = once each year Cont = continuous
Q = quarterly

Table 1 Footnotes:

(1)
(2)
3)

(4)

(5)

6)

0

)

Percent removal (effluent vs. influent) shall also be reported.
Grab samples shall be taken on day(s) of composile sampling.

If any effluent sample is in violation of limits, except those for metals, cyanide, and
organics, sampling shall be increased for that parameter to at least daily or greater
until compliance 1s demonstrated in two successive samples. Compliance
measurements represent compliance status for the time period between measurements.

Chiorine residual analyzers shall be calibrated against grab samples as frequently as
necessary o maintain accurate control and reliable operation. If an effluent violation
is detected, grab samples shall be taken every 30 minutes until compliance is
achieved. '

Receiving water and sediment monitoring is suspended based on participation in the
Regional Monitoring Program per Board Resolution No. 92-043.

Compliance with the bacteriological effluent limit may be demonstrated via
monitoring for fecal coliform pursuant to Effluent Limitation B.7 of this permit.

Acute Toxicity testing to be performed pursuant to Effluent Limitation B.3.1 and
Provision E.16 of this permit.

If the discharger is conducting a TRE study, effluent chronic toxicity monitoring will
be twice per vear, once during the wet season and once during the dry season. Upon.
completion of the TRE study, monitoring will revert to the frequency indicated in






®

(10)

(11)

Table 1. Chronic toxicily monitoring is to be carried out upon the species determined

by the screening study as the most appropriately sensitive test organism.

In addition to monthly monitoring, special sampling and analysis studies are required
for mercury pursuant to Provision E.5 of the NPDES permit. Analytical monitoring
methods used for the special study required by Provision E.5 must yield method
detection limits for mercury that are adeguate for évaluation of comphiance with
effluent limits in Section B.4 of this permit.

PAHs = Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons. PAHs shall mean the sum of
acenaphthylene, anthracene, 1,2-benzanthracene, 3,4-benzogluroanthene,
benzo{k]fluoranthene, 1,12-benzoperylene, benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene,
dibenzo{a,hlanthracene, fluorene, indeno[1,2,3-c,d]pyrene, phenanthrene, and
pyrene. PAH analysis must be done by EPA Method 610 or 625.

Analytical definitions of organic priority pollutants are found in Attachment 2 of the
permit, "Organic Priority Pollutants Definitions".



